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The Mational Air Audit System is & unigque examnle of a
program that was conceived as a State/local/EPA cooperative effo
and nas remained so throughout its development period. This
audit guideline document was preparved under a process that
exemplifies a cooperative effort among all levels of governmenkt--

“ederal Stater and leecal. Developing and implementing programs

in partnership with States and local air pollution control agencies
has besen a stated EPA goal £or 2 long time, aznd the Wational Air
Audit sSystem is one of our best results to date. [ believe that

the phrase "State/loczil/EPA pavtnership® has been shown to havs
true meaning in the development of the Mational Ailr Audit System,
and I hope that this initiative can serve as a model for the
development of other shared programs.

Thig year's effort will be the pilot phase of what should
become a dynamic, on=going cooperative program. We will learn
from our initial auvditing efforts and improvements in the program
will be a goal for future vyears,

I look forward with intersst to reviewing the progress made
in implementing these Wational Audit Cuidelines. We must all
strive to build the best possible alr pollution control ag@ncics
at every level of government. The WNational Air Audit System will
be a useful tool to help us all improve the management of our
programs and to provide the best possible enviromment for all of
our citizens,

’ T’lr r_, <'\;-. '\.-\a ‘ L Lo
!Joseph A. Cannon
g Agsistant Administrator

for Alr and Radiation
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This audit manual was developed through the joint efforts of State
and Territorial Air Pollution Program Administraters (STAPPA), Association
of Local Air Peliution Control OFfficials (ALAPCD), and Epvironmental
Protection Agency {EPA). The project was directed by a work group composed
of members from the three organizations. The audit ouidelines in this
manual were written by four subcommitieszs of this work group. The program
areas selected by &€he work group Tor development of audit cuidelines
were: (a) air quality planning and SIP activity, (b) new source review,
(¢} compiiance assurance, and (d) air menitoring. The subcommiitees were
chaired by State agency personnel with EPA stafi serving as expeditors.
A1T State agencies, local agencies, EPA Regional Offices, and EPA Head-
quarters were grovided an opportunity to commsnt on a draft version of
these audit guideiines. This manual, Trom concept to fTinished product,
is the result of a cooperative effort between State acencies, loca!l
agencies, and EPA. Whnile it necessarily reflects a compromise between
the competing interests of depth of analysis, breadth of review, and
resources to accomplish the audit, it does represent the “real world”
ideas of people who actually implement the duties.

The need for a National Ajr Audit System (NAAS) became apparent with
the increased delegation of resgonsibility to State ard lgcal air 2oliution
control agencies. As a first stap in developing the zudit program, repre-
sentatives of STAPPA, ALAPCC, and EPA met in late 1982 ¢o discuss the
concept. In April 1983, the group met again To identify the essential
elements and appoint the subcommittess to write the audit quidelines.

The work group met for a third time in October 1983 to discuss the imple-
mentation of the FY 34 National Air Audit System.

Auditing of State and local agencies is not a new activity as the
EFA Regional Offices have been conducting some form of evaluation and
akdit for many years. However, the freguency, depth, and proceduras for
conaucting these audits have varied greatly from Region to Region within
EPA and even State Lo State within the Regions. This was reflected in a
survey report that EFA's Office of Lir Quality Planning and Standards
(OAGPS) issued on the EPA Regicnal Office air audit programs (Survey of
Regional Air Audit Programs, June 1983}, Prior to this survey, however,
the State and Tocal agencies had begun expressing concerr over the Regional
inconsistency of the oversight programs. The general tenor of the comments
was that EPA shiguld develop uniform evezluation criteria that would be
applied i 2 national basis. From this beginning came the Mational Air
Audit System ancd the FY 84 zudit quidelinss contained in this document.

.
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The three meetings mentioned earlier resulted in important guidance
agreements that will formulate EPA policy in jnitially applying these
guidelines. These agresments ars discussed below:

[

EPA will hold muﬂtinﬂegiﬂn@1 worksinops to ensuirce Regional consis-
tency in the performance of the audits (LanaLiwe1y scheduled
for mid-January 1984),

EPA Regional Offices wiil select the composition of the audit

teams . A crossover team ppro CH (State/Tocal amd oytside Regional

OFfice representatives) is possiple for FY 84 if Regions and
affected states so desire.

Regienal Offices will audit a1l State agencies in FY 84 and
Tocal dgenc1c5 that are Tunded directly by EPA with Section 105
grant funds., AT1 four audit guidelines will be annlied to each
audited agency (t@ the extent that the agency is responsiblie Tor
the Tour pregrams)-

Carrective actions for deficigncies uncavered will be initiated

thirough existing mechanisms, i.e.. 105 grants, State/EPA agreementis,

e,

The naticnal FY 84 schedule calls for the audits to be conducied
hy April 30, 1984, for EPA Regionel Offices to forward a draft
report for review and comment by the State and local agencies by
June 30, 1984, and a Tinal report prior to Sepiember 30, 1984,

Regions will use unifaorm questionnairas compilad from the audit
guidelines. (These will be available in January 198453,

The GAQPS will prepare a national report based upon the results
of &11 Regional audits. The national report will not rank
agencies or focus on deficiencies of specific agencies. Uraftis
of the naticnal report will be reviewed by EPR Regqions and
representatives of STAPPA and ALAPCO.

The MAAS will replace current Regional Office air program audit
activities. It may noi, however, replace the 105 grant evalua-
tions that are specified in the grant reguiations. Regions have
the filexibility to expand the audit to address additional topics
or to explore specific areas in more detail, subject to negotia-
tiong with individual States,

Wher fully daveloped, the MAAS will eliminate the need Tor much
of the *item by item® Regional Office oversight on certain State
and local agency programs. However, the NHAAS will not be a
substitute for the necessary flow of communications between
Stete/iccal agencies and EPA Regional OfFfices.

—
]
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AORLS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE MATIONAL AIR AUDIT SVSTEM

The purpose of developing national audit guidelines is to establish
.tandardized griteria for the EPA Regions' audit of State ai? program
;atﬁwitﬁesc The primary goals of thfs program are te de?ewm@ﬂe the »
gbstacies (17 any) which are preventing the :taig o ?oaa} air P@?1ut1qn
contro? agencies vrom being as effective as QGSS@DTE_?n §h§1r air quality
@anagement efforts and to provide TP with quantitative information on
wow to define mere effective and meaningful national programs. States
are playing a larger role than ever in the planning and impiementation of
complex, aid often controversial, air pollution control strategies. EPA
oversiant of thess and related activities 15 necessary Tor assuring
national consistency and for assisting the States in resolving identified
probiems. The EFA and States can also use these audit resutis to assure
chat avaiiable resources are heing focused toward identified needs {e.g.,
attainment and maintenance of standards, adoption of regulations, ifmple-
mentation of regulations and technical analyses to support control strategy
development ).

The EPA alsc hopas to share the results of these audits in a manner
that permits the “cross-Tertilization" of innovative approaches and
systems across States and Regions. Only through this national exchange
can we hope to densfit from the invaluable experiences gained to date by
control agencies in carrying out the regquirements of the Clean Air Act.

This audit guideline outlines a program which EPA, State, and local
air potlution control agencies can jointly use to:

? Meet statutory requirements;

? Assist in developing at least a minimally acceptable level of
program gquality;

° Allow arn accounting to be made to the Congress and the public of
the achievements and needs of 2ir poliution control programs;

“ Enable EPA, States, and local agencies ©o agres on needed technical
support and areas where program improvements (including regulatory
reform) should be made. This iaciudes improvements to both EPA
and State/local programs; and

" Maximize and effectively manage available resources, within the
State and tocal agencies and EPA, resulting in expediticus attaln-
ment and maintenance of ambient air guality standards as socomn as
possible.

state, Tocal, and EPL Regional Offices, working together, may Tdentify
items in addition to those ¢f the naticnal program which are worthy of
further audit attention. In making such an identification, both the EPA
Regional Office and the State/local agency shouid understand in advance
winat the reasons are and what tne objectives and expected resuli(s) of
this expanded review will be. A&iso, the WAAS s not intendad to preclude
EPA Regions Trom dealing, on 2 case-by-case basis, with significant
deviciencies which are identified during the course of the audit.

[—
B
[



The NAAS builds upon oversignt procedures aiready fn qse_in EPA
canz] Offices. In addition, the ggzdeiines @nd the qud?t 1L§e}r are
Reg?ﬂnf bstitute for the necessary daity flow of communication between
ﬂf%+a/€;c2? ag;ncies and EPA Regionai 0ffices. It is expected that the
g;;;grafTOﬂ ror the audit (see ﬁudi@ Pwataco1)‘wi11 utilize ieports
currently available Trom State and ioca? agencies to EPA as fuily as
aossible, and that EPA will work to minimize the demands on State or
Tocal staff time in conducting the audit. It is also expected that each
State and Tocal agency will cooperate with EPA during the oasite audit
visit.

EPA, State, and local agencies should keep in mind that the audit is
intended ¢ tmprove the overall quality of air polluticon control programs.
This intent of improvwing cwerall perfermance needs %o be clearly understocd.
The standards ¢f performance outlined by these guidelines are rol 50
rigid that they eliminate the flexibility afforded by the Clean Air Act.
Also, these guidelines should not be construed to establish performance
standards which must absolutely be achieved in practice. Moregver, while
participating agencies will use the audit te asoint out where opportunities
exist for State or Tocal improvements, the audit is not expected to
address every praoblem. However, EPA will continue to search for and
disseminate infeormation about betier weys of consistently, effectively,
and efficiently implementing & comprehensive air neiiution control program.
This includes possible reforms of EPA's requirements where feedback from
the audits suggests that certain requirements detract from program
effectiveness.

AUDIT PROTOCOL

Each Regional Office must tailor the structure of the audit according
to the particular characteristics of the State and local agencies in the
Regior and its own operating procedures. However, certain elements and a
number ¢f procedural steps have bazen found usefut by most Regions in
conducting a successful audit. These are discussed below.

Advance Preparation

A Tetter should be sent to the agernicy well in advance of the audit.
The Tetter snould confirm the date anc time of the audit (see Onsite
¥isit), and describe what rescurces the State is rxpected to praovide,
sucn as ¢ifice space and staff time. This Tetter should also identify
the name and title of each individual who will comprise the audit team.
The EPA Region will provide the conirel agency with a naticnally prepared
chieckTist or questiennaire to suppiement the audit guidelines. This
shiould be sent to the State or Tocal agency about a month in advance of
the audit and, thus, will allow the agency to better prepare For the
audit. 1t is recommendad that the Stete or Tocal agency i1l out the
questionnaire in advance, as a time saving measure, even thaough the
auditor will go over the questionnaire during the audit. This audit
information should be readily available, although it may require time to
gather and compile, and shnuld be given to the aunditors when they arrive
at the agency.

1-4




The primary purposes of the onsite visit are to:

-

Engage in a broad discussion with agency staff to gain insight

into any recent changes in the structure of the organization,
discuss specific probiem areas of the agency, and become acquainted
with the staff in order to better open up channels of communication,;

Discuss answers to the questionnzire;

Review onsite documents that are toa cumbersome o transmit such
25 permits, modeling runs, and supporiing files; and

Interview personnel responsible for the daily operations of orograms
for air monitouring, compliance assurance, new source review, and
atr guality planning ane SIP activities.

Typically, the audit is conducted in Tour prases:
N ¥

@

=)

The EPA auditors for 211 progrems meet with the State agency
director and top stafi to discuss the goals of the audit and to
“break the ice.™ This meeting usually sets a coaperative tone for
the visit;

The EPA auditors conduct a discussion of the questionnaire with
the person{s) in charge of each of the four activities to be audited;

A review of the files will provide the auditors with an opportunity
to verify that the implementation of required activities is properly
documeited. The files to be reviewed would include: permits,
compliance records, air monitoring records, and SIF planming
documents. More detailed information on file selection and review
is provided in the foilowing chapters.

An exit interview is held as a wrap-up session to inform agency
management of the prelimirary resuits of the audit. This promotes
harmony between EPA and the State by giving immediate feedback of
the resuits in a face-to-face mesting between the people actually
nerforming the audit and those responsible for the programs being
audited.

The time which the audit team spends to compiete the various phases

of tne ansite wisit ceneraliy should not exceed threze days. However,
this general ruie will be difficult to adhere to in certain instances,
such as when satellite facilities of the agency being audited must alsc
be visited. In any event, the duraticn of the onsite visit should be
mitually agreed upon in order not to create an undue burden to the agency
being audited.

AUDIT REPOAT AND USE OF AUDIT DATA

Each State or loczl agency audit report should contain the Tindings

each of the four audited areas. Thne Recgional Office should give the

431
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Stace or local agency an opportunity ©o comment an & draft of the regert
hefora it is released outside of EPA. This aliows misuncerstandings and
arprors Lo be discovered before the report 18 Finalized. Major deficiencies
identified during the audit shouid be highlighted in 2 sgparate section
(such as the summary of the report). This anahles the Region tO detail

a1l the findings of the audit without ceusing the roader to confuse minor
points with major problems. T+ also identifies Lo the audited adency

those deficiencies considered most serigus. Where an agency disagrees

with the conclusicns of the audit, they should provide €O EPA writien
comments putlining thnetr perspective. These will be incerporated as an
appendix to the final report. The repori chauid also highlignt putstanding
and/or innovative progran proceduras that are jdentiiied.

The audit would he of Timited use without some mechanism for rectifying
sdentified deficiencies. Therefore. it is important that the report
recommend measures or steps to treat the causes for tnese inadeguacies.

Lead responsibilities for implenenting these recommendations and anticipated
respurce reguirements should also be considered.

A Mational Repart compiling the findings of the audits conducted hy
the EPA Regions will be comoiied by EPA Headquarters. This apalysis wilt
be based on the reports prepared by the EPL Regicns as discussed above. It
will present the status af implemantaticn af the audit programs througnout
whe nation and will highlight areas ahere innovations have resulted in
substantially superior DErT OrMENce. it will not rank agencies or focus
on specific deficiencies in individual programs. While {t will address
aress of conflict between EPA guidance and jmplementation experience, 1t
will ngt he a ferum for addressing unrasolved issues heiween audited
agencies and EPA. The specific content of the national report will be
defined by the STAPPA/ALAPCO/EPA audit work group in the spring of 1984,
after some initial experience in conducting the audits.

FUTURE MAAS ACTIVITIES

This initial implemencation of the MAAS s a first step of a "phased-in”
procedure. The FY 84 gite visits shouid be viewsd as an apportunity to
discover and identify differences batwaen the EPA policy as refiected in
the audit guidelines and actual practices in the fieid. The first visit
shoutd not be used to pass judgment or grade the adequacy of currently
used procedures, but to establish a baseline. Subsequent site visits
shouid then be used to measure progress in achieving the ideal program
operat1oil.

EPA plans to make wid-course corrections as MAAS experience graws.
This would include, in the short term, improvements in each of the Tour
guidelines. A spring 19834 mesting for the STAPPA/ALAPCO/EPA warik group
is pianned for this very DUFROSE.

The MAAS irnitiative is designed as a partnersiip effort to help EPA
and State and local agenrcies cach do their respective jobs petier. It is
gur hope that 1T can hecome the foundation which all invelved can use LO :
make solid progress in protecting and enhancing the quality of our Mation's o
air.




2. AIR QUALITY PLANNING AMZ STP ACTIVITY AUDIT CRITERIA

INTRODUCTICH

Four major program areas in air cuality planming and State Implementation
Plan (SIP) activity have been singled cut for evaluation in the FY 84 Natignal
Air Audit System (NAAS). These areas are:

]

Adr Quaiity Eveluation

® Emission Invenitcries

Modeling

SIP Evaluation and Implementation

=3
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Audit criteria are provided below Tor each program area. Each topic is
prefaced by a brief discussion of wnat activities it encompasses and what we
generally hope to accomplish thirough the audit review. The audit guidelines
are organized to address the broader aspects of each program area fn the
"numbered” questions. Fellewing =ach “numbered” guestion are supplemenia)
questions that are intended to provide the bases for supporting and documenting
the responses. A& simple yes or no answer will not be considered an adequate
response t¢ the numbered questions. Whers appropriate, responses should be
suppliemented with examples.

AIR QUALITY EVALUATION

States are continucusly gathering air quality data to satisfy varicus
statutory requirements and air managemant needs. The adeguacy of these
ambient measurements 1s addressed in a separate audit area dealing with
monitoring requirements. This audit topic is concerned with the demonstrated
State capabilities to perform air quality evaluations. This includes ihe
ability to systematically consider available air quality data for the purpose
of trends analyses, Section 107 redesignations, prioritization of air program
activities, and pubiic informaticon. The specific areas that should be evaluated
in this audit category are discussad balow.

Rudit Questions

1. Does the State/local agency systemaZtically review air quality

monitoring data and perform updated air quality analyses in order to track
progress of compare actual air guality relative to past projections? If no,




o

explain why. 1If yes. briefiy describe the procedures, content, Trequency.
and nature of this review.l/

a. ls there an annual pubtication of air quality monitoring data with
comparisocns te the national ambient air quaiily crandards (MAAQS)?
Either include a recent cooy of this repart of indicate what it
contains and what period of data is covered. e are also interested
in the timeliness of the report, i.e., "What is the lag time batweean
data retrieval and publication?”

bh. Does the State/lecal agency perform periodic reviews of Section 107
aitainment status designations and submit srgpgsed changes Lo EPA?
Describe the review process used by the Stats/local agency and list
the actual number of redesignations supmitied Trom October 1. 1982,
to September 30, 1983, In general terms, comment on how well the
agency confarms with reguiations and policy when submitting these
requests to EPA.

c. Is a mechanism in place so that any results of monitoring studies
that are done either by permit applicants or for special purpases
can he systematically considered and included in periodic SIP updates
when that data conflicts with other current information? Indicate
how oftan this occurred and for what cases during tha audit period.

2 Tp what extent are air quality monitoring results and modeling
studies used to Tocus State/iocel agency sttention and resources on priority
problems?

a. For instance, are statistics on the frequency and severity of MAAQS
exceedances used in any formal way to determing program priorities
on a geagraphic basis? Give axamnles of studies where this has besn
dorie and how the resuits wers used.

b. Are criteria and a plan estanlished Lo relate emission source data
to ambient impacis? For instance, to what degree js air guality
monitoriang used to identify individual ewmission sources or souirce
categories that need increased regulatory or enforcement attention?
Cite any recent experiences.

1/ EPA guidarce on the data analysis aspects involved in the interpretaticn

of HAACS is provided in the Toliowing:

© wguideline for the Interpretation of Air Quality Standards" - 0AQPS Mo,
1.2-008 (1974 - Revised 1577).
° wguideline for the Interpretation of Ozons Air Quality Standards" - OAQPS

Mo, 1.2-108 (1979).

° Wemorandym datad May 27, 1983, from Richard Rhoads, 0irector, Monitoring
and Data Analysis Division, OAQPS to Gary 0'Neal, Director, Environmental
Services Divisian, Regicn X - "Summary of MAAQS Interpretation.”

2=7
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The emission inventory provides information concerning source 2missions
and defines the location, magritude, freguency, duration, and Pgiaﬁive .
Contributiﬁn of these emissions. An inwventory s useful in designing air
Samp1iﬂg networiks, predicting ambient air quaiity, designing control strategies,
and interprecing changes in meonitored air guality data. Plans for attaining
and maintaining MAAGS's are dependent on a complete and accurate emission
jnve ntory .

In the implementation of a nationwide program of air quality management,
consistent methods of inventory compilation are essential. An adequate
amissions inventory must be accurate, comniete, and provide for consistency
in planning between metrepelitan areas, 3tates, and Regions.

Audit Quesiions

. Is there a centralized group/contact and coss the State/Tocal agency
have @ satisfactory system Tor acquiring and maintaining comprehensive up-to-
date smissions inventory for all criteriz poltiutanis, precursors {e.g.,

reactive YOC), and sources affected by nstional emission standards for hazardous

air pollutants (MESHAPS)?

&. Apre there emission estimates and related =ssential data (e.g., stack
parameiers) for each major source of criteria pollutants (including
new source performance standards sources)?

b. Are there emission estimates and related essential data (2.g.., operating

rate) for all regulated minor point sources of criteria pollutants
in nonattainment areas?

€. Apre there emission estimetes and related essential data for all
NESHAPS sources over which the agency being audited has authority?

d. Are there current estimates of unreguiated minor peint and area
sources Tor nonattainment arsas?

e. Where sources below an appropriate cutoff level (e.g., Tive tons pger
year for Tead} are excluded from the point saurce inventory, are
they accounted for, in aggregate, in the area inventory?

. 1s there a mobile spource inventory which is reflective of currently
acceptable methods, emissicns factors, and assumpticns recommended
by EPA (e.g., MOBILE 2)7?

g. Are inventory data regularly updatad by a well-defined, ongoing
process, and can the year of last update be easily determined?
Minimum updating Frequencies are:



* Evary two-three vears for criteria potlutants in nonattainment
areas and NESHAPS sources, and three-five years vor griteria
pollutants in attainment ereas, oF

&g often as necessary to reflect start-ups; shutdowns, major
process mocifications, cantrol device changes, updated
emissions factors, and te assure consistency with compliance,
permit, or other agency Tiles.

2. 1s the methodology emplayed in compiling the inventory such theat
inventory outputs are accurate, complete, annd in conformance with appropriate
quidance?

a. HAre point and area source date obtained and compiled to the mest
recent EPA guidance documents (AP-42, APTD 1135, EPA=450/2-77-028,
EFA-450/4-80-16)7

b. Are transportation data consistent with the State DPTs or local
) PO's, and do growth projecticns comport with Section 208 water
project estimates?

c. s sufficient documentation of inputs {emission factors, stack tesis,
traffic counts) and calculation methods available to permit verificaticn
of tne accuracy and appropriateness of the approach employed?

d. Does the system have the capability of providing both actual and
allowable emission rates?

e. MAre quality assurance procedures in place and implemented including:

* Yalidity checks {internzl as well as external, the latzer
pessinly by sending trie point source records o plant management
for review and updating)?

® Checks for missing sources?

® Comparison between enforcement, ogtanning, and NSR records?

3. 1s the information containad in the invantery retrievable in an
apprepriate format, and in sufficient detzil to be compatible with the essential
planning responsibilities of the agency?

a. 1s the inventory computerized and operational?

b. Are a variety of reports producible from the inventory system
including:

* Yarious category aggredations?

Yarious geographical aggregations?

Effects of changes in control measures OF process modifications?
Annuat submittal to NEDS to mezi SIP requirements?



an

I;

¢, Do emissions output data prowide sufficient temporal and spatial
resolution for use in modeling and SIP apalysis?

d. 1Is emission inventory cutput compatible with methods used to
demonstrate reasonable further progress (RFPF)?

4. Wnat was the Tast date of & submittai to NERS? Ig

there a mechanism
and/or speciiic contact to resolve problems and identified def

iciencies?

MODELING

Air quality modeis are being used more axtensively in the conduct of day-
to=-day activities in the planning and SIF program area. These activities
include such things as attainment demonstrations, major source cempiiance
determinaticns, new source review, evaluations of "bubbles," and assessing
attainment status. Most State agencies should have the EPA reference models
on-line that are avaiiable for use in these and cther types of applications.
The modeiing audit is intended t¢ gather information regarding the agency's
demonstrated expertise and capability to perform necessary air guality modeling
analyses consistent with accepted EPA procedures.2/

In accomplishing this objective, the auditor will find it necessary o
review some actual modeling applications periormed or evaluated at the State/
lTocal program. Because the Region will have already reviewed specific mogaling
analyses submitted (during the audit perioed) to support planning and SIP
activities, it would be advisable to review the results of these evaluations
when assessing the demanstrated modeling capability of the agency being
audited. As a starting point for this effort, the auditor should have the
State or local program prepare a tist of the modeling analyses performed or
reviewed during the audit period and the purpose of the modeling (e.g..
permit, SIP rewvision, variance, anforcement actionl. Pricr to the onsite
visit, the auditor and the State/local agency should pre-select which specific
modeling analyses will be audited.

Specific aress that should be evaluated during the audit include:

1. Does the State/local agency pessess the capability for conducting
anc¢/or reviewing air quality modeling necessary to carry out its SIP develop-
ment and evaluaticon reie? Specifically,

a. Are there sufficient staff available with training or experience in
the use of EPA refererce models and the modeling guidelines?
Summarize stafi Tevels and experience and indicate the proportion of
reguired modeting done in-house versus contractor for different

2/ EPA guidance is provided in "Guideiine on Air Quality Models,™ EPA-450/2-78-027,
fpril 1978. This report is currently undergoing revision. Additiornal guidance
is also provided in "Regional Workshops On Air Quality Modeling: Summary Repert,®
CAQPS, April 19871 and “"Guideline for Use of City-Spacific EKMA In Preparing
Ozone SIP's," EPA-450/4-80-027, March 1987,




types of studies. Provide a jisting of or estimate the types and
aumber of modeling analyses nerformed by a source for 1ts contractor)
what were reviewed by the State or local agency gititing the audit
period.

h. Does the State/local agency haye access to an assortment of models
and data bases {e.g., computerized files of ambient menitoring data
and wetenrological data) which is appropriate to its air quality
analysis needs and responsipilities? How accessible are they, 1.&..
university, State, or in-house? List an-11ine models available to
the modelers.

9 Has the State/local agency consistently demorstraied in its submittals
to EPA the ability and willingness TO assure satisfaction of the spirit and
iptent of the EPA modeling guidelines both in work performed by its own staff
and in its review and approvel of work performed by others? Im making this
determination, it is recommended that the auditor consider the following:

[a}]
&

Does the agency routinely follow modeling procedures recommended by
EPA?

h. In what situations have they deviated fram EPA guidance?

c. Does the agency routinely contact EPA for approval prior (o
implementing nonreference procedures?

d. Ts such cantact documented?
e. Do the deviations have & sound technical basis?

2. Some actual modeling analyses should be reviewed. The number and
types of studiss evaluated should be tailored to properly reflect each State
or laocal program's level of effort. fuditors shoutd look to a paper traii of
the analysis done. To aid audit case selection, the agency should provide
the auditor with a 1ist of recent modeling actions taken. The auditor will
decide the number of cases to be reviewed based on available time and the number
of cases modeled. The following are typical modeling issues and are provided
as a guide for the audit to address, as approprizte:

° EPA Approved Models

° EPA Modeling Guidelines

° Screening Technigues
Independent Review

?GEP Stack Height Criteria
Complex Terrain
Background Data

* Emission Inventory
Aetial /AT Toweble Emissians
Significant Impacts
Fugitive/Secondary Emissions
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Heceptor Sites

Meteoroicgical Data

Honcriteria Pollutants
Worst-Case Operating Conditions
Downwash Considerations

¢ EKMA Mopdeling

In summarizing the findings from this review, the auditor should also
address the following guestions:

a. How weil is each air quality analysis documented and retained?

be Are the reviews of outside analyses (industrial or contractor)
documented and retainsd?

c. Is the documentation sufficient to allow another modeler to replicate
the analysis?

SIP EVALUATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

An evaluation of SIP development and implementation attivities is necessary
to assess whether State plans for attainment and maintenance of standards
remain responsive Lo identified needs and are being reasonably carried out.

For this Tirst year attemot at implementing a Hational Bir Audit System,
cartain key elements {see audit questions) of specific SIP strategies

have been singled out Vor evaluation. As discussed in the preamble to this
document, Tocusing the WAAS review on these areas 15 not intended to preclude
the auditor fram evaluating other aspects of major SIP activity in an air
pragram. Nor does it imply that all other SIP responsibilities are considerad
less important. Rather, it represents an attempt to isclate a manageable
number of 31P-related efforts for national review and comparison.

Additionally, although there are no specific questions to follow on this
subject, another important aspect of this audit topic invoives the determination
of whether responsibilities within the State/local program are adequately
defined Co assure the timely adoption and implementation of 5IP requirements.
In general, this requires that a particular individual {or group) be designatad
at the State and Yocal agencies to maintain adequate cocrdination among the
various SIP planning and impiementation groups {i.e., ambient monitoring,
modeling, engineering, enforcement). The responsible nerson(s} must be
capable of taking the output from these departmants through the administrative
process that typically Teads %o adoption of control measures in the SIF.
Accardingly, where a review of the audit criteria results in a negative
response, tne auditor shouid not only fdentify the specific deficiency but
alsa attempt to explore and Tocate where the breakdawn occurs. The audit s
intended to provide more than @ comgilation of shortcomings of she aix DTOET A
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Budit Questions

1. Have all required regulaticons and emission 1imits for stationary
sources of criteria and Section 111(d) pollutants relied upon in the proposed
or approved SIP strategy (e.g., RACT For socurces of VOC covered by CTG's and
other 100-ten sources, RACT for TSP) been submitted, or is satisfactory progress
occurring? List reguired submittals that were nol received during the reporting
perigd and indicate what progress was made.

2. Have additienal stugies {e.g., nontraditignal TSP, CO not-spots)
approved as part of SIP conirol strategies been carried out? List the ones
that came due during the review period, identify the stated objective, and
Tnaicate whether they were completed ¢n schedule and in a satisfactory manner.

3. Has each variance, bubble, or cther site-specific SIP revition been
developed ceonsistent with EFA criterie?3/ Icentify problems (if any) and
Tist any actions of this nature by the State or Tocal agency that should have
been submitted to EPA as SIP revisions but were not,

4. If the SIP contains any appreved generic emissions trading provisions,
have individual transactions been processed in accordance with those requirs-
ments? The Tollowing documents and memorandum provice guidance and establish
policy on emissions trading.

° Emissions Trading Policy, Statement and Issues. Document, April 7,
1982, 47 FR 150765,

Memo from Sheldon Meyers, Director, O0AQPS ta Regional Aip Division
Directors, February 17, 1983. Emissions Trading Policy--Technical
ClarifTicaticons.,

Guidelines Tor Qversignt of State Generic Emissions Trading Rules:
(draft). October 15, 1982, Reguiatory Reform Staff, Office of Policy
and Resource Management.

5. If appliicable, are transportation control measurss being implemented
in accordance with the SIP? What are thay? Highlight now the State/local
agency meintains invoivement to assure implementation.

3/ The "M Programs Pelicy and Guidance Wotabook" prepared by OAQPS provides
the current EPA policies applicable to thase types of actions.
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6. Wherz credit for an inspection and maintenance (L/M) nrogram has
eefi claimed, is the program being implemented in & manner consistent
1 with the claimed emission reductions in the approved SIPF? Specific
| program &reas to be considered includa:d/
® fnspection test procedures;
° emission standards;

¢ inspecticn staticn Ticenmsing requiremsnts;

emissicon analyzey specification and mainvenance/calibration
requirementcs;

recordieeping and record submitial requirements;
guality control, audit, and surveiliance procedures;

procedures to assure that noncomplying vehicles are not
operating on the public roads:

any other official arogram rules, regulaticns, and procedurss;
" pubiic awareness plan; and

mechantcs training program iv additional emissions reduction
credits are being claimed for mecharics training.

7. In the case of Part 0 3IP's that have teen "conditionally approved®
or "approved with the understanding," have the schedules contained in the
plan Tor rule adoption and implementation bean adhered ta? List the schedules
that the State or local agency are on and summarize status/progress, as
appropriate.

2. 1T schedules have been wmissed, is slippage reasonable and justifiable?
b. Is somegne responsible for assuring that no further slippage occurs?

c. Was any consideration given regarding the impact on the attainment
date?

4/ The Office of Mobile Source Air Peollution Control (Ann Arbor, Michigan) can
be contacted for additional guidance on specific audit procedures/considerations
for each of these program elements.




8. For extension areas, does the State/local agency have @ satisvactory
system for tracking RFP for ozone and carbon monoxide? Please describe. In
particular, whaet is the mechanism for documenting emissicn reductions claimed
in the required RFP report and assuring that they are consistent with inventory
and/or enforcement data?

9. Are thers activities to substantiate that the emission reductions
claimed in the SIP are in fact being achieved in practice (e.9., YMT survays
For TCM's and emiscion reduction verification inspections Tor major Vac
categories)?

10. Doas the State/local program pericdically determine 17 the growin
projections centained in the SIP accur? Are they considering whether area,
major, and non-majer point source growth ere within the SIP's projections?
17 growth is exceeding projections, what additicral measures are going to be
impTemented to make up this shortfall?

11. For areas lacking a fully zoproved attainment strategy, are the
State/local agencies taking necessary steps toward correcting the deficiencies
considaring the magnitude af the ambient air quality problem and the nature
of the deficiencies? List areas falling into this category and describe
State/lecal program efforts te reconcile the problem.

a. lg the State/local agency aggressively pursuing correction of each
substantive deficiency for those areas where actual viclations or
primary WAAQS's are believed to be occurring? Please describe.

b. Where deficiencies of a minor or nonsubstantive nature are present,
is there an agreed-upen plan for eventual correction? Give examples.

c. Where Titigation or other legal problems are 2 major obstacle to
carraction of SIP deficiencies, does the State/lccal agency appear
to have adequate legal representation or fo otherwise be irvolved in
a fashion Tikely to contributz te early resolution of the issues?




Y

3. MNEW SOURCE REVIEW AUDIT GUIDELIME

TNTRODUCTION

The preconstruction review of new and modified stationary sources is
an important part of an evfective air pellution contral program. By
ensuring that potential new and mcedified sources of air polistion meet
stringent standards of control, the preconstruction review supports
efforts to imorove air guality in nonatiainment areas, and serves 1o
piravent the recurrance of old air quality problems and the crsation of
new ones., -

Under the Clean Air Act, preconstruction reviews are conducted primarily

by State and Tocal aiv pollution centirol agencies. This is ceonsistent
with Section 101{a}(3) of the Act which says that the preventien and
control of air polluticn at its scurce is the primary responsibility of
State and Tocal government. However, the Act in Section 301{a)(2) also
imposes & concurrent respensibility on EPA to ensure that such reviews

are conducted in an effective manner throughout the Naticn, so that the minimum

requirements of the Clean Air Act are met. These mutual obligations
require EPA, State and local governments to treat theier responsibilities
seriously and with respect Tor each cther's proper role.

Some of the audit guestions raised in this section invelve, in whole
or in part, issues that could be affected by proposed EPA rulemaking or
ongoing Titigation [e.g., CMA agreement rulemaking proposed on August 25,

1983 (48 FR 38742)]. These particular questions, identified by an asterisk [*],

identify those current requirements which ars potentially impacted by
reguiatory amendment. Should changes to the affected reguirements be
promulgated, EPA will jssue revised guidance as to how the audit should
nandle them. Until such time that the existing federal requirements and
the State rules developed pursuant to these 40 CFR Part 51 provisions can
be changed, this aguideline wili assume that all rules will continue to be
implemented under the requirements presently in effect.

AUDIT PROTOCOL

As discussed in the general introducticn to the FY 84 NAAS guidance,
ong of the recommznded phases of the zudit process is the file review
which occurs during the onsite wisit., For the new source review audit,
permit ¥iles should oe selected on the basis of permit action type.
seurce type and size, source location, punlic concern, and ciher Factors
geared to selecting a variety of permitting actions and decisions by the
agancy. Selection criteria to consider include:

* Review new plants, replacements, and expansions;
* Review both large (major) and small {minor) sources:

* Review both PSD and non-PSD sources:
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Review sources which escaped P3D by permit restricticns
an nours of operation or capacity;

® Reyiew some of the mosi common source types in that State
(for example, boilers and asphalt plants), but also review
a variety of other source Cypes;

Review a PSD source near a Class 1 area;

Reviaw some sources in nonattainment and sanctioned areas,
if applicable; and

Raview a controversial permit, a parmit ¢f high public
interest. or one that would he of particuiar interest Tor
reasons other than those described above.

By combining several of these factors in one permitting action, alt

the criteria above could be satisfiad with only 2 few (Jess than 20) permits,
Tt is zdvisable that, during the file review, persons responsibie Tor
reyviewing permit applications be available to answer questions. Ideally,

the individual permitting engineer would be available.

ADMIMISTRATIVE PROCECURES

Administrative procedures are important in the preconstruction review
nrocess because they guarantee, to both sources and the genmeral public,
that due precess shall be foliowed in the review. WMoreover, especially
for major sources, specific statutory or regulatory requirements govern
the procedures in such areas as public notice.

General agency procedures whvich affect the following issues shouid
be discussed with the State or lacal agemcy at the time of the audit.
In addition, svidence that these procedures were actuzily vollowed should
be looked for in the course of the permit Tite review.

Audit Topics

Public Participation and Notification --

Public participation requirements for review of new and modified
sgurces are set Forth under 40 CFR 51,18(h) and 51.24{g). These requirements
call for the issuance of & pubiic notice which informs the aublic of &
pending permit scticon and of the opportunity for publiic comment or hearing
prior te final agency action on & source application. The auditer should
evaluate various phases of the agency's pubiic participation procedures
to determine whether adeguate ocpportunity Tor public participation is
being affordad.
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The Tollowing inguiries on public participation and notification should
he made:

Y. For which new or modified sources was the public afforded an opportunity

to comment on proposed permits?

Wnile the public participation requiremants under 40 CFR 51.24(q)
apply only to major P50 sources, §51.18(h} specifies no source cutoff
which would Timit the public participation process to a specific size
scurce or larger. It is believed, however, that in practice most State
and tocal agencies do not attempi to provide public notice Tor e=ach
permit issued. This would be particularly true of the minor sources
whose impact on the ambient afr quality would be minimal. In an effort
to advise EPA of the appropriateness of the State or Tocal agency's current
proceduras, the auditor should determine what criteria the agency uses to
subject a permit review to public scrutiny. In particular, the auditor
should datermine whether, at a wminimum, all major source permits as defined
in Parts C and D of the Clean Air Act are required %6 underge public
review prior to the issuance of their final permit.

2. Do the public notices routinely provide adequate information to
satisty the agency's public participation requirements?

The public notice should inform the public of the availability for
their inspection of the application submitiad by the source, the estimated
impact of the scurce on ambient air quality, and the agency’s proposed
action to approve or disapprove the permit., Instructions for submitting
comments, as well as the opportunity for a public hearing, snould also be
addressed. The auditor should verify that notices issued by the agency
adequately inform the public of the permit being considered and of their
opportunities to provide input to the final determinatien.

3. Were other State and Tocal air pollution control acencies and other
officials whose jurisdictions might be affected by the propcsed new or
mediTied souirce adequately notified of the proposed action?

In addition to providing adequate notice to thz public in general,
certain parties are to receive specific notification of preoposed permit
actions where those parties would be directly affected by the proposed
source. The auditor should verify that the agency has, &nd uses, a mecnanism
for notifying the approoriate government officiais when the proposed
source may affect their jurisdictien. The auditor should particularly
note, in the case of PSD sources, whether and at what point in the process
the Federal Land Manager (FLM) is notified of any pending agency action
on a sgurce locating within 100 km of a Federal Class I area. In addition,
the auditor should identify, for information gathering purposes, any
other criteria used to determing whether FLM notification is NecRssary.




Application Documentation and Determination of Completeness --

Good documeniation concerning PSD determinations s necgssary because
of the obligation in Section 165 of the Clean Air Act to facilitate the
potential review of &ll relevant informaticn by the pubiic end to Timit
the processing time for P5D permifs Lo one year. Howaver, it is generalily
good practice in any event to notify all permit applicants prompt 1y both
of deficiencies 4n their application and of the satisfaction of these
deficiencies when this occurs.

The following guestions on application documentation and completeness
should be asked:

1. 1Is there a review to see if a company's permit application is
complete? If so, is the company infarmed promptly concerning the status
of its application?

For PSD, the Clean Air Act in Sectian 189 uses the submittal date
of a complete application as the basis for establishing the baseline
date, The agency is &lso expected to notify the PSD applicant within &
reasonable time paricd as to the completeness of tne agplication or any
deficiency in the apptication. The auditor's primary concern is to determine
whether routine completeress checks are made on PSD permits and whether
the appiicant is notified of the status of the application.

2, Is a formal record kept on file which documents agency action with
respect to a permit application (e.g., receipt. completenrss determinacion,
technical staff review, preliminary staff determinacion, Tinal determinationi?

Recordkeeping proceduras will vary from agency ©o agency; howevar,
there should be some formal method of recording the progress of an applfcation
through an agency's formal review procass, In addition, the agency
should be able to demonstrate an ability to gather information in a
timely fashion from its files to support the critical decisions made for
a given permit. Such recordkeeping can be useful to the agsncy itself
for minimizing the review time for each permit and for streamlining the
review process where desirable.

Conformance with Part D Requirements for Compliance by Txisting Sources
Ownied by the Applicant --

1. For major new or modified saurces which are subject to Part D
of the Clean Air Act {(nonattainment area major sources ), has the agency
ensured that oiher sources owned by the applicant are in compliance, or
on & compliance schedule, with applicable SIP requirements?

Section 173(3) of the Clean Air Act contains the provision concerning
compliance by other sources owned by an applicant for a permit to construct
and operate a major source in a nonattainment area. Generally, the
applicant must demonstrate that this provision is satisfied. Although no
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EPA pelicy has Deen provided as to how Statewide compiiance must be demon-
strated, the auditor shouid verify that evidence exists in the permit

file that the apglicant has made such a determination. Information
collected will be used in part o assess whether policy quidance in this
zred shouid be issued.

APPLICABILITY DETERMINATIONS

State and locz] agancies are expacted to strive for the level of
consistency needed to satisfy the minimum-Federal reguirements for subjecting
new and modiTied major sources to preconstruction review. Specific audit
gbjectives are: (1} fo determing whether the permit agency is subjecting
major source construction to at leest the wminimum Federal requirements of
PSD and NSR regarding socurce size and geographic Tacation; (2) Lo determine
whnat requirements may apply to sources exempted From &1t or part of the
permit review and what measures exist to protect against permit circumvention;
(3) to gather infermation nertaining to methods agencies use Lo discover
proposed construction projects which may be subject to permit review; and
(4) to determine whether major projects were approved for construction in
designated nonattainment areas subject to the construction moratorium
(40 CFR 52.24),

Audit Topics

source Discovery System --

1. Wnhat are the formal mechanisms used hy the agency to ensure that
applicable sources submit construction nlans for formal review and appraval
prior to beginning their proposed construction?

For this audit category, the auditor sheuld collect iaformaticn
pertaining to the permit agency‘s source discovery systam and information
pertaining to the sysiem's benefits in subjecting sources to permit review.
where no faormal discovery system exists, the discussion should Tocus on
reasons why the agency Teels a formal discovery system is not needed.

EPA will compile this information, and make it available to all State and
local air poilution control agencies. EPA will also assess the need for
a formal requirement in this area.

Review Applicability -=-

state and local gowernments are expected to regulate both "major®
and “minor® construction of air polluticon sources. The auditer should
verify, through discussions with agency perscnnal and the review of
selected permit files, that the appropriate levels and detail of reviaow
are being made.
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1. Does the agency appiy the proper Federal definition(s) of "source"?

Agencies must use, as a minimum, the appropriate Federal definitions
of “source” to make applicabiiity determinations. The number of definitions
used by any particular agency will depend upon the specific Federal MSR
requirements being implemented by that Agency undeir an appreved SIP ar
detegated authority. Tne auditor should consider the following:

For PSD, the agency should use a reasonable grouping of emissiocns
units as one stationary source, classified according to its primary activity,
i.e., same two-diqit SIC code. The industrial grouping will determine
the applicable emissions threshold (1007250 TPY) governing major source
status.

For nonattainment areas, including areas where the canstruction
ban (40 CFR 52.24) is in effect, one of two possible definitions of source
should apply. Tnat is, either tiie plantwide definition, as described for
PSD above, or ihe dual defimition which considers a "source" to be bolh
the plant and each of its individuzl pieces of process eguipment. Bzcause
of the August 17, 1982 (NRDC v. Gorsuch), court ruling against EPA’s
Getober 14, 1981, rulemsking to delete the dual scurce definmition and the
pending review of this case by the Supreme Court, this vear's audit will
stress adherence to a source definition which is at least as stringent
as the definition contained in the agency's approved SIP, i.e., plantwide
or dual scurce definition. The auditor, inm any event, should identiiy
the definition actually being used by the agency and report it for
information gathering purposes.

For NSPS and MESHAPS, the applicaedle "source" is defined by various
subparts of 40 CFR Parts 60 and 51, respectively. The auditor shoutd
verify that the MSPS/NESHAP applicability determinations are made independ-
ently of the PSD or nonattainment NSR determinations. This is particularly
important where vhe PSD or nonattainment MSR reguirements do not apply,
e.q., "minor sources.” "major sources," but de minimis net increases for
the pollutant of concern, or where exemptfaﬁg from tne PSD or nonattainment
NSR reguirements ars otherwise granted by ithe agency.

The following should be emphasized for major sources:

2. Does the agency use typically the best available emissiong
projections and federally enforceable restrictions[*] in defining a new
major scurce's (or unit's) "potential to emit"?

The permit caercy shouwld screen routinely the emissions calculations
and related information provided by the applicant. Emissions should be
calculated using reliable emission factors. In addition, permit restrictions
that Timit design capacity utilization should be documerted clearly and
made an enforceable part of the permit.
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3. Does the agzrcy routinely use an sxisting source's “"potential to

omit" 10O determine major source status for proposed modifications?

Major souirce status must be based on a source's maximum design
capacitys which may take into acceunt all conirol equipment ind operatfng
restrictions which are federally enfarceable.[*] (See PERMIT SPECIFICITY:
sermit Conditions, #6.) The potential to emit may be overlooked, particularily
when actual emissions are significantly less than the apnlicable major
gource cuioff size. The auditor should inguire about agency policy and
procedures in this regard and review several permits for modifications
ghich did not undergo review for PSD or nonatiainment WSR.

4. Does the agency use as its netting baseline actuai, TPY emissions?[*1}

Once the major status of the existing source has been affirmed, the
applicability review of proposed wmodifications shiould be based on the net
cnange in actual emissions on & tons-per-year basis. Actual emissiong
sstimates generally should be based on either: (1) reasonable engineering
assumptions regarding actual emissions levels and reprasentative facility
gperation over a two-year period, or (2] federally enforcezable emissions
limits[*] which are determined on a site-specific, case-by-case basis so as
to be representative of actual source emissions., Where an emissions unit
nas not begun normal operations, the potertial to emit of the unit shiouid
be used,

5, Verify that the agency does not allow Tor “doublz counting” of
emissions decreases used Tor netting purposes.

Adequate safeguards should be taken by the agency Lo prevent the
use of contemporanecus decreases in actual emissions 1f The decreases are
not creditable. For one, contemporanscus emissions decreases should be
surplus and not credited more than oncz. Ho decrease previously relied
on by a PSD source can be considered again in determining the net change
of a current or future modification. In additicn, no emissions reduction
which has occurred or is scheduled to occur pursuant to the SIP's attainment
strateqy can also be counted for netting purposes. Finally, in nonattainment
situations, no reduction relied on praviously to meet Lhe reasonable
further progress reguirement of Part D of the Clean Air Act can be used
for calculating emissions., The auditor should inguire about the agency's
policy and procedure for preventing double counting and should request
ary examples of situations in which double counting was disallowed. It
may be difficult and tedious for the auditor to discover independently
any cases involving coubie counting; therefore, such efforts are not
recommended.

6. Does the agency adequately address fugitive emissions(*] in
i A0

calculating the “potential to emit" and the "net emissions increase"?

Fugitive emissions, to the extent they are gquantifiable and
emitted by any of the 28 listed source categories, should be included in
the emissions calculations for determining whather a source is major.



Far other source categories, the source First must be considered major
before fugitive emissions are counted in the potential to emit. The
auditor should verify that the emissions factors used to calculate fugitive
emissions are documented and reviewed by the agency indepandent iy Trom

any use of such factors by the sppiicart.

The Tollowing questions should be asked concerning geographic
applicability.

7. Does the agency properly zoply the §107 area designations when
determining what type of preconstruction reviaw w311 be reguired of majer
construction? .

In general, all major comstruction shiguld be recuired to undergo
PSD review for all requlated poliutents emitted in significant amounts
wien the area of proposed construction is designated as attainment or
unclassifiable im the SIP for at least one criteria pollutant. Exceptions
to this rule apply to exempted sources and poellutants. In the latier
case, nonattainment NSR requiremenis would apply for gach nonattainment
pollutant emitted in mejor guantities.

8, Verify that the agency doss not approve major construction
projects in designated nonattainment areas under an EPA-impcsed
construction moratorium.

While minor scurce growth is not affected by the imposition of
a construction moratorium, new major sources or major modifications (1.e.,
major with respect to the nonattainment aollutant) must not be parmitted
to construct during the effective period of the moratorium. Exceptions
to this rule that are found to exisi should be identified.

For minor source categories, the following guestion should be asked.
9, Does the agency issue perwits to "minor® construction?

The permit agency should have some program to reyiew new and
modified projects whose emissions do not vequire a "major" review . The
designation of "minor" would include sources whose net emissions, after
considering tha appropriate contemporanedus emisstans changes, do not
exceed the prescribed significance levels and, thersfore, are not subject
to PSD or nonattainment MSR requirements prior to aporoval. The auditor
should identify ithe typical level of review given to "minor" constructici.

The following questions should pe asked concerning permit exemplions.

10. For seurces exempted from both PSD and nonattainment NSR requirements,
does the agency continue to apply other permit requirements?

{ad
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11. Are all exempted sources subject tc some type of registration

g

A number of legitimate exemption provisions exist. Examples of
such exewptions inciude nonprofit hezlth end education institutions (when
{ requested oy the Governar); existing sources undergeing routine mainienance,
| repair, o replacemznt: and existing major stationary scurces whepre construce
‘| tion resulis in no significant net emissions increase. Ewen though these
| exemptions may be allowed, other precenstruction review and permit require-
' ments generally apply to mejor sources. The permit agency stould at
least account for such sources in the emissions inventory and be aware of
; ; the centrol devices in use, as well as specivic source operating conditions.
The auditor shoutd verify that the agency employs reasonable mechanisms
ta ensure al least a minimal review of “exempted" sources.

Permit Circumvention --

§ ~The audit should verify that the following practices are not allowed:

Fragmented permit applications -- Can a source divide its construction
plans into a series of applicatiens in order to aveid major review?

Permit modifications -- Can the substantive conditions within
the construction permit be overridden without new analyses of the affected
provisions or public notification? EFA will also be collacting information
on the appropriate criteria for processing proposad permit moedifications
and the need to formalize such criteria.

SACT/LAER DETERMIMATICHS

1 ; The primary objective is to assure that good, weil-supported, BACT/LAER
§ | determinaticons are made across the nation. Secondary objectives are to

] : measure the frequency of BACT/LAER determinations set equal to existing

‘ | new seurce perfarmance standards, and to determine the amount of legitimate
attention being given by review agencies tc the requirement for the
application oF LAER on new and modified major saurces constiucting in
nonattainment arsas.

Audit Topics

Poliutant Applicanility --

L. Does the BACT analysis consider each regulated pollutant emitted in
3

signiticant amounts?

Pollutants reguiated under the Clean Afr Act are subject to a
BACT analysis if they would be emitted in significant amounts by the socurce
construction subject Lo PED. A pollutant subject te regulation under the

\ Clzan Air Act generally has had a standard of performance under 8111 gor

(8]
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117 and/or NAAQS promuigated for 1T. The analysis for the subject source |
should address both fugitive and nonfugitive emissions. The auditor '
should verify that the BACT analysis censiders all significant emissions |
increasas rather than being rastricted to criteria pollutants orf major !
emissions changes. |

Control Strategy Riternatives for BACT «-

1. Does the review agency reguire the consideration of more than i
ane control alternative? To what extent are economic, energy, and non-air |
environmental impacts considered in the BACT analysis? '

in selecting BACT, the applicant generally suould considar more
than one control strategy, unless i% can be demonstrated that the single
oroposed strategy clearly represents the highest degree of continuous
emissiens reduction available. in all cases, the contirol strategies
considered shouid be technically Fsasible and should address the econgmic,
energy and environmental impacts of the narticular siternative. Quantifiable
impacts shiould be identified. The auditor should verify that adequate
alternative contrel strategies are included where appropriate.

- 2. Hhat checks does the review agency employ LU confirm the BACT
analysis?

I each case, the BACT analysis submitied by the applicant must
be reviewed independently by the permit agency. I particular, candidate
contirol equipment should be assessed to ensure thnat reasonable performance
claims, inctuding consideration of continuing compiiance, are being made.
Where the alternative representing the most stringent emission reductions
is not selected, the permil agency ehould review carefully the alternatives
to ascertain that the most appropriate one wWas used. The agency should
routinely check to see whether any rechinically feasibie alternatives were
not considered, and why. The auditor should verify that the agency
performs an adequate independent review of the BACT analysis submitted by
the applicant.

BACT/LAER Baseline --

1. What tendency is there for the agency’s BACT/LAER determinations to
conform exactly to minimum EPA raquiremants?

For sach permit reviewed, which was subject to BACT or LAER, the
auditor should note the raguiatory bazejine assumed by the review agency.
Tn how many instances do the agency ‘s BACT/LAER geterminations convorm
exactly to existing SIP, HSFS, aor NESHAP requirements? The auditor should
verify that adeguate documencation is provided Tor those determinaticns
which simply meet the minimum requirements. For cases where LAER deter-
ninations conform exactly to NSPS, the auditor should examine the raasons
why LAER was not determined to be a more stringent Timitation.




2. loes the review agency make use of the BACT/LAER clearinghouse?
Has the clearinghouse been found to provide useful information?

The BACT/LAER Clearinghcuse is intended to serve a number of
yseful purposes, namely, (1) to provide State and jocal agencies with
current control technology determinations, (2) to summarize recent deter-
minations for scurces of similar size and nature, and (3) to provide data
on the emission Timits inposed on new and modified sources. For the
purpase of providing feedback to EPA, the auditor should get information
from the agency recarding the extent to which the clearinghicuse is used,
ways to improve it, and the reason(s) Tor any decision not to participate
in the program. #&s participation in the cliearingnouse is veluntary, the
auditor must svoid any criticism of nonparticipation.

AMBIENT MONITORING

The audit of ambient menitoring procedures is important in order Lo
achieve a tevel of consistency which assuires compliance with minimum
Clean Air Act reguirsements for the submittal of preconstruction ambient
monitoring data by PSD sources,

Budit Topicgl

Data Submittal Criteria --
1. Under what circumstances is a source required to submit preconstructicn
ambient monitering data?

Every PSD source with significant emissions of a particular criteria
pollutant, where bDoth the existing air quality and the Tmpact of the source
or modification are significant, must submit data, unless exempied under
provisions ¥or temporary emissions or compliance with the Offset Policy.

Only PSD scurces are required to submit such data. The auditors should

check enough files to audit at Teast orne source where the preconstruction

lin general, State and local agencies should impliemznt air monitoring
procedqures for FSD in a manner consistent with EPA's "Ambient Monitoring
Guidelines for Prevention of Significant Deterioration {PSD)," as revised
Februarmy, 1981, The air monitoring audit topics for FY 84 touch on only

a limited portion of those contained in the PSD lonitoring Guidelina.
However, in addition Lo covering the three specific audit topics identified
herein for FY 84, the auditor should discuss the monitoring guideline

with each audited agency in order to evaluate its adequacy, and to
identi¥y specific air monitoring topics that would be appropriate vor

the FY 85 audit.




monitoring requirement was 1ikely to have applied. In agdition, for PSO
sources not required to submit data, the applicable exempiion should be
ciearly stated in the preliminary determination.

Representative Data vs. Source Monitoring -- !

1. Under what circumstances may a source submit representative
existing data, rather than conduct new monitoring?

Use of reprssentative data is restricted by the criteria desciribag
in the Ambient Monitoring Guidelines tor P3D. Generally, only new
sources in remote areas may use existing data gathered at sites greater
than 10 km awsy. For a2ll sources in flat terrain, monitors within
10 km are acceptable. For complex terrain tine guideiines are very
difficult to meet, and naw data is almost always reguired. In addition %o
the monitor location criteria, there are also restrictions concerning
data currencness and guality. The auditor should ke Tamiliar with the
guidelines cencerning representative data and verify that the audited
agency is Tollowing them.

Quality Assurance of PSD Ambient Monitoring Data --

E| 1. Do the source momitoring data adhers to PSD quality assurance
requirements?

The Ambient Monitaring Guidelines for PSD contein minimum quality
assurance requirements Tor PSD menitoring. The detailed criteria vor
quality assurance should not be audited by the new source review auscitors.
The Regional ambient monitoring statf should audit quality assurance
procedures. It is important thet the two groups discuss in advance the
! division of responsibility of audited areas, to avoid overlap or omissions.
The new source review auditor should determine: (1) whether a monitoring
plan was submitted by the source and svaiuated by the permifting agency:
(2) whether a quality assurance plan was submitted by the applicant; and
(3) whethier the permitting agency evaluated the data for compliance with
40 CFR 58 Apnendix B.

! AMBLENT IMPACT ANALYSIS

Before a permit is granted, the permit agency must verify that no
national ambient air quality standards will be viclated. In the special
i _ case of a PSD permit, the agency must furtner wverify that no allowable
. PSD increment will be excesded by the source under review. In both cases,
: the ambient impact analysis must be reviewed carefully by the nermit agency
responsible Tor managing the ambient air quality levels. The auditor should
determine the adequacy of the ambient air analysis performed as part of the
‘ precansiruction review.
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Audit Topics

P30 Increment Consumption -~

Allowable PSD increments exist enly For SO and TSP at the present
time. There are a number of important consideraticns that the permit
agency must routinely teke into account in order to ensurs that the maximum
allowable increments are not exczeded. The permit agency must give the
proper attention to such things as the Laseline coficeniration, the appropriate
emissions changes for increment consumption purposes, long and shart-term
increment averaging pericds, and special Class [ are impacts.

1. Does the agency adequaiely consider the baseline concentraticn and
emission chianges which affect increment consumption?

The baseline coricerntration generally reilects actual emissions
occurring at the time of receipt of the first complete PSD applicaticn in
the §107 attainment or unclassifiable arez. This ambient concentration
is adjusted to fnclude projecied emissions of major sources commencing
construction vefore January 6, 1975, but not in opesration as of the baseline
date, and to exciude the impacts of actual emissions changes resulting fFrom
construction at a major stationary source commencing after January 6, 1975,

Changes in emissions contributing to the baseline corcentration
from any scurce subsequent to the baseline date and from any major source
construction commenced after January 1, 1975, can either consume of
expand the PSD increment. Where actual emissions cannot be used, TR,
the source has not yet begun to operate, or sufficient operating data is
not available, then allowable emissions must be used. The auditar should
verify that the agency considers the appropriate emissions changes relative
to the baseline concentraticn.

2. Does the agency perform or have pians to perform periodic assess-
ments of PSD increment consumed?

Often the increment assessment is done anly on the sources that
have been subject to PSD. Periodically, the reviewing agency should
assess the increment consumption of all increases in emtissions, including
minor and area sources. Frequency of such assessment will depend to a
large degree on the growth rate of the area involved. Also, prior to any
SIP relaxations involving a change in emissien timitations, the emissicns
cnanges nust be assessed to verify that the PSD increment(s) would not be
violated.

3. Are long and shart-term PSD increments being given adequate
consideration as part of the ambient impact anaiysis?

Both TSP and S0z have loag and short-term averaging nperiods for
which PSD increments have been established. These maximum allowabie increases
are not to he exceeded more than once per year Tor other than an annual time




period. The auditor sihould verify shat the application considers each

averaging period with complete documencation in the permit file.
4. Does the agency allow any exclusions “rom increment consumption?

Agencies with PSD rules in their SIP may consider the exciusion
of cercain emissions from the incremant analysis. These exclusions are
described in 40 CFR 51.24(f). The auditor should verify that where
exclusions are granted they are implementec consistent with the Tederal
criteria. :

Tt should alsc bs moted that an agency which conducts the P3D program
under authority delegated by EPA carmot uytilize the exclusion provisions
unless @ reguest from the governor Lo do SO was made before May 7, 198L.
(See 45 FR 52719, August 7, 1980.) The auditor should verify that only
eligible agencies are utitizing the provisions for excluding certain
emissions from increment consumption.

5. Does the agerncy make an adesquate assessmant of new sources and
modifications on the Class [ ares incremenis?

Eor sources proposing to locate near a Class [ area, an increment
analysis may be required under conditions that would not trigger an analysis
in any other iocations. Any emissions from a proposed source should be

considered significant when the source would locate within 10 km_of the Class 1

area and cause an ambient impact egual to or greater than 1 ug!m3 {28=nour
average). Generally, sources locating within 3100 km of a Class | area
should be screered to determine their impact on the Class 1 avea.

NMAAQS Protection =--

1. What emissions baseline does the agency requirs to be used to
evaluate the impact on the NAAQS of new and modified sources?

States may differ as to the emissiagns baseline used to protect

the MAADS. In some cases, the aliowable emissions from 2all sources must
he used for modeling air quatity. In other cases, the modeled allowabie
emissions from the proposed source or modificztion are added to the back-
ground air quality which is based solely on monitoring data. The auditor
should identify the emissions baseline required by the agency and gain an
urderstanding of the specific approach ytilized to estimate the impact of
2 new or modified sgurce. This informztion will be used LD assSess current
oractices and for consiceration of future policy development.

2. Dopes the agency routinely evaluate the ambient impact of minov
source construction?

Winor source construction is not Tikely to undergoe rigorous ambient
analysis, aven when required to obtain a permit. Vel the cumulative
impact of numerods mingr SoUrces could result in significant air quality
concentrations. The aucitor should determine the extent to which minor
source growih is analyzed routinely in order to protect the NAAQS.
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For FY 84, the audit of modeling procsdures focuses on the model
selection process which should be done censistently with the modeling
guideline. In addition to c¢overing this specific topic for FY 84, the
auditor should discuss the modeling guideline with sach audited agency in
aorder to evaluate 1ts acequacy, aend to identify specific modeling topics
that would be appropriate for the FY 85 audit.

3. Does the agency's ambient impact analysis provide adequate protection
against the development of "hot spots™?

In evaluating the NAAQS, the ambient impact analysis should
determing the maximum Toang-term and short-term impacts of the proposed
new source oF modification beyond its property Tineg. However, maximum
ambient impact may occur actually at other Tocations when the impacts of
other sources and backgreund data are taken into account. Hot spots may
also occur where growth resulting from minor scurces or sources otherwise
exempied from detaiied permit review are not subjectsd to a rigorous ambient
analysis. The auditor should verify that the agency performs a detailed
analysis of & scurce’s maximum ambient impact beyond those areas of maximum
impact of the source alone.

Dispersion Models? --

1. Does the agency use adeguate models to carry out the ambient
impact analysis?

2. Does the agency perform an independent, internal review of the
modeling analysis contained in the permit appiication?

EPA has recommended the use of a number of models Tor specific types
of applications and has stated its preference for certain new models far
analyzing the impact of sources on ambient air quality. However, utilization
of any particular model should be consistent with the design and intent
of the model itseif. Some models are very specific as to terrain and
applicability. The auditor should verify that impact analysas are being
performed with the appropriate medels, and that the permit agency conducts

2EPA guidance is provided in "Guideline on Air Quality Models," EPA-450/2-
78-027, April 1978, This report is currently undergoing revision. Additional
cuidance is also provided in "Regional Workshops on Air Quality Modeling:
Summary Repori,” 0AQPS, April 1981 and “Guideline for Use of City-Specific
CXMA in Preparing Ozone SIP's," EPA-450/4-80-027, larchn 1981, EPA's
"Guideline on Alr Quality Models® includes, among other things, gquidance

ain the selection of air quality dispersicn models,

For FY 84, the audit of modeling procedures focuses on the model
selection process which should be done consistently with the modeling
guideline. In addition to covering this specific topic for FY 84, the
auditor sheuld discuss the medeling quideline with each audit agency in
order to evaluate its adequacy, and to identify specific medeling topics
that would be apprapriate for the FY B4 audit.




1ts own independent review of the scurce's anaiysis to ensure conformance
to accepted procedures. In addition, the auditor should verify that all
PSD modeling is in accordance with EPA guidance, or EPR approval in the
case of nonguideline modals, prior to their usage.

EMISSIONS OFFSET REQUIREMENTS

FParc D of the Clean Air Act intends that certain stiringent reguiraments
be met by major sources approved for censtruction in nonattain@ent ereas.
One such siringent requirement calls for the proposed source or medification
£o get emission reductions (offsets) From existing sources in the area such
that there will be reasonable Turther progress toward attainment of the
applicable MAADS. In its FY 84 audit, EPA intends to ensure that State
and local agencies are cerrying out the emissicns offset requirements in 2
manner consistent with the Act mandatz. The specific objectives are:

(1) to assure that reviewing agencies are requiring, where appropriate,
adequate emissions offsets as a condition to authorizing major construction
in designated nonattainment areas: and (Z2) to assure that emissions offsets
are being cbtained in 2 manner consistent with RFP.

Audit Topics

Enforceability --
1. Doess the agency require that all offsets be federally enforceable[*]?

AlT emissions reductions used to offset proposed nrew emissions must
be made enforceabls., This is true whether the offsets are obtained from
another source owned by the applicant or from a souirce not under common
ownership. In either case the offsets should be Tully agreed upoa and
documented, preferably within the neemit of the source from which the
ovfset is obtained., In additicrn, Tederal enforceability reguires that
an external offset be made a part of the applicable SIP. This would require
a specific SIP revision if the ofvset is not mede part of a permit issued
pursuant to the State's construction permit reguiremsnts approved pursuant
to 40 CFR 51.18 or 51.24, Conditions to State aor Tocal operating permits
are net aiways considered to be part of the applicable SIP(s). The
auditar should verify that &11 offsets are well decumented, which includes
well=dafined emissions 1imits pertaining to the emissions offset.

Consistency with RFP --
1, Dges the agency routinely ensure that the emissions of
not otherwise needed to show RFP or attainment?

sats are

The nroposed emissions aoffset canngt be oinerwise nesded to shnow
RFP toward attaining the MARAQS. To use the samz emission offsels for two
different purpeses would result in "double counting” these emissions with
the net result being subseguent deterioration of air guality. The auditor
snould seek assurance from the agency that compiiance with annual RFP
increments is indepgndant of the offsets being obtzined from nroposad new
of modified sources.




2. Does the agency require that the emissions baseline for offsets
is expressed in the same manner as for RFP?

In erder for the system for getting offsets to be consistent with
the demonstration of reasconable furthsr progress, they must both be expressed
in the same emissions terms, i.e., actuai or allowable emissions. Section
173(1)(A) of the Ciean Air Act sets the emissions offset baseline as the
“allowable” emissions of the source, but also requires that the offsets
must be sufficient to represent RFP. Consequentiy, where the RFP demonstration
is based on an actual smissions inventory, EPA reguires that ofsets to be
attained by & proposed rew or modified source z2lso be based an actual
emissions. The auditor should verify that there is consistency in the
emissions beseline for offsets and the RFP demonstration.
Ffset requirsment cover other emissions

3. Does the agency's off
gt review?

i
increases singes the last offs

In order to comply with the Act requirement that emissions offsets
must be suificient to represent RFP, amy increases in area and minor source
growth not considered in the approved RFP demonstration must be covered by
offsets required of the proposed new or modified source. Failure to account
for these emissions increases would result in air guality detericration
just as in the case of "double counting.” The auditor should verify that
area and minor source growth considerations are made in order to establish
the offset level, particularly when more than one year has passed since the
fast offset,

Timing of Offsets --

1. Does the agency require that aoffsets occur on or before the time of
new source gperation?

Section 173(1)(A) of the Ciean Air Act requires that offsets be
obtained and in effect "by the time the [new or modified] source is to
commenice operation.” MNo specific guidance is available to identify when
a source has officially "commenced" operation. Scme agencies may aliow a
shiakedown period simiiar to the shakedown provision aliowed for net emicssiaons
increases in 40 CFR 51.18(3)(1){(vii)(f). The auditor should focus primarily
on whether agencies routinely seek to get offsets in effect in 2 timely
manner, whicn mey include for replacement Tacilities 2 shakedown period
not to exceed 180 days, and whether the effective date for the offsets is
dacumented in the agency’s 7ileas.

2. Does the agency allow offsets resulting from eariy source shutdowns
or producticen curtaiIments?[*]

in general, an agency should not allow emissions reduction credit
Tor source shutdowns or curteilments which occur befere the date of the new
source application. The main exception would occur in cases where the riew
untt is a replacesent for a unit shut down or curtailed at the same plant.




The auditor should also be aware of other possible atlowances for shutdowns
under ary applicabie EPA-approved State emissions banking or trading rules.
The aUd1LGF should attempt to verify that offsets are actually granted in
accordance with all specific criteria governing offsets for shutdowns.

Parmanence of 0ffsets --

hile there is no clear language in the Clean Air Act or in any
pursuant EPA reculations requiring that emissions oiffsets be parmanent,
it is clear that emissiens usad for offset purposes cannot be allowed
to recur and interfere with & SIP maintenance strategy. One particuiar
area o7 concern is how existing offsets are handled in the event that a
nonattainment area is subsequently designated sttainment. The auditor
will identify agency nolicy, for information gathering purposes, regarding
the permanence of oFfsets by pursuing the following two questions:

1. Under what conditions would emissicns offsels not be considered
permanant?

2. Wnat type of source {(permit) review would be required pursuant
to a SIP relaxation invelving emissions offsets?

PERMIT SPECIFICITY AND CLARITY

This phase of the audit feocuses on the final permit issued by the
State or local agency to the proposed new source or modification. The
objectives are: {1) to assure that permits are issued in a form which is
clear, concise, and snforceable; (Z2) to determine the extent to wihich
special terms and conditions are used in the permits; and (3) to assess
the need for federal guidance concerning the specificity and clarity of
permits.

Audit Topics

Source ldentification --
-
1
)

Agerncies may vary in the number o7 parmits tnat they Issug o &

iy all emissions units and their allowable
z ?
p=l

1. Does the agency ident
emissions on the final permit(

source flaving more than one emissions unit. Mo federal requirements exist
to govern the number of permits which may anoly to any source. What is
important, howewer, is that each emissions unit is fdentified clearly along

with its altowable emissions rate, or design, equipment, work practice or
operational standard, as may be appropriate for the paPticu1aP source.

It is particularly imporcant, when an agency issues one permit to a Targe
compiex, that each emissions unit is Tdentjfied separately along with its
allowable emissions rate, as opposed to a sinqular compositﬁ emissions

rate Tor each pollutant. The auditor should verify that, for each npermit
issued, there 15 separate and ciear identification of the affected emissions
units and their carresoending allowablz emissions.




Permit Conditigns --

1. Does the agency have an established Tormat detailing the compilation
of special terms and conditions?

Permits issued to certain sources may antail special terminclogy
unigue to that type of source. These terms may need to be defined so that
they may be readily understood. Alse, special conditicns (such as those
Timiting the way that the source is operated, specifying now it and its

required control devicas are to be mainizined, addressing the use of continucus

emissions monitors, or certifying Statewide compiiance) may require special
attenticn in the permit. These conditions are essential in that they are
an enforceable means to ensure that the permitied source will meet its

M5R obligations. Therefore, they musi be added to any standard conditions
which typically accompany the permits issued by State or Tecal agencies.
The auditor should identify the formats in use so that EPA can make such
information available for others to consider using.

2. Are the allowable emissions rates stated ov refarsnced in the
permit conditions?

In addicion to identifying the allowable emissions, equipment or
ather standard Tor each separate samissions units, it is important that
such limitations be addressed adequately in conditions to the permit(s)
for a new or modified scurce. The auditor should examine the adequacy of
the conditions in terms of their clarity and enforceability. The auditor
should pay close attention to the use of cliear and precise averaging periods
gver which the various pollutant emissians &re to be measurad. Also, the
emissions rates must be consistent with acceptable measurement procedures;
otherwise, compliance will be difficult if not impossible to ascertain
and the conditions would be unenforceable.

ror those situaticns whnere emissicons limitations are different from
those specified in the SIP and are not identified in the permit, the auditor
snould note exactly how the allowable emissions are specified. The auditor
should seek to determine whether the method used is sufficient to inform
the scurce and the general public of the binding allowable emissions
limitations.

3. Are the compiiance tesi methods stated or referenced in the
permit terms and conditions?

Test methods that will be used to determine comyliance of the
source with its altlowable emissions rates should be clearly defined or
referenced in conditions to the Tinal permit, These compliance tests
snould be specific to the individual emissions units to which they are to
apply . The auditor should verify the documentation of the comaliance
test metneds and their adequacy for covering each anplicable emissions
untt for which allowable emissions rates are defined. Where test methods
are not specified in the permit, the auditor shouid determine whether the
SIP specifications are otherwise appiicable and sufficient.

0




4, 1f a source's calculated notential o emit is based on fTess than
full design capacity and confinuous, year-round operation, are all Timiting
restrictions clearly identified in the permit?

1f the source’s calcuiations assume 1e2ss than design capacity or |
fewer than 8,760 operating hours per year, then any limits which restrict H
the operating rete, or heours of operation, or both, must be included &s
.permit conditicons. Such conditions ars to be faderally enforceable[*] .
before they can be accepted to Tower the source emissions. The auditor j
should verify that all assumptions mede to limit the operatien of the
source below capacity and 8,760 hours per year are clearly stated as
requirements in the permit. : i
&, Is the infarmation accompanying the perwmit appiication considered
1o be enforceable?

Generally, information contained in the permit application should
be considered an enforceable part of the final permit. That is, a failure
to meet the saurce specifications and infoermation provided in the permit
application could represent a violation and therefore invalidate the applicable
permit, In fact, the source's approvel to construct and to operate is
based on information developed pursuant to the source-specific information
orovided by the applicant. The auditer shouid determine the mathod(s)
routinely used by the agency to incorporate information Trom the application
inta the permit,

:




| 4. COMPLTANCE ASSURANCE

| INTRODUCTION

i The compliance assurance element of the National Air Audit System

| will examine State and Tocal programs which are responsible for the compliance
i of scurces subject to: reguiresments of State Implementation Plans adopted

I to meet national ambient air quality standards (Section 110); and, where
delegated to the States and local agencies, standards of performance for

' new stationary sources {Section 111); and national emission standards for
hazardous &ir poliutants (Section 1i2). Thers ars approximately 30,000
sources in these Lauegﬂrwca for which EPA shares a conrcern as to their
cerpii&nﬁ— status. Compliance actfvities directed to these sources form

the primary basis for which this audit should be conducied.

in order to achieve the goals of the Ciean Adr Act, it s vital that
State and Togal agencies zre Tmplementing programs €O pm|1od1cau Yy 255858
the conp11ancm status of these sources and aire taking necsssary actions

to return viglators to compliance. The comp? 1aﬂca assurance audit will
examine the success of State and ]OC@1 agencias' efforts to meet these
goals.

The major parts of the compliance assurance element are:

° Periodic review ancd assessment of source data

o

File review

° Overview inspections

PERIDDIC REVIEW AMD ASSESSMEMT OF SOURCE DATA

Through its Compliance Data System (CDS), EPA will continue iits
present practice of ongoing review of State and Jocal compliance activities.
It 1is 1mp0rtamt that EPA, States, and lecal agencies continue a systematic
flow of infermation inte the CDS. EPA believes that annual raview for
detecting viciations is tco infrequent to properly ensure that viclating
sources are identified and corrected. Thus, EPA reviews information on
State and local compliance and enfarcemant activity at least guarterly.

informaticn submitted by State and Tocal acencies for EFA review
shiguld incTude at a wminirum Tor ail Class Alg MSPS, and MESHAF sources:

i/A Ciass A source s defined as any staticnary SIF scurce whose potential
urconirolied emissiens while operating at design capacity are equal to
or exceed 100 tons per year for any regulated nellutant. Desigﬁ capacity
may bz Timited through enfor zable permit conditions to restrict the
hours of cperation or thirough pﬂy5|cc1 Timitations such &s climate or

Seas50h.
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5t was conducted at & source

® The date an inspection or source
uirceg Found during the inspection.

arnd the compliance status of ths

e

50

® Identification of any new scurces that should be added to the
inventory and sufficient information Tor COS entry.

Y Any administrative order, consent agreement, or civil or criminal
action issued to or brought against a source in the CDS ifnventory
including any compiiance schedule with increments of progress.

Army compliance status change of any source §n the C0S inventory.
A saupce is considered to be "in wviclation® if it s found to. be
cperating with emissions in excess of an air poliution requirement
or any substantive requirement of work practice, aperation of
equipmant, or mOMicaring.

® Progress in meeting a compliance schedule including any increments
issued to any Class A, N3PS, or MESHAPS scurce in the CDS inventory.

To assess the pregress that State or Tocal agencies are making in
inspecting sources in the COS inventory, EPA should review the data
submitted by each State and local agency. Progress should be assessed by
comparing the data with the inspecticn effort scheduled at the beginning
ov the year, usually during the Section 105 grant awaird process. This
agreement should specify the percentage and type of source {Al-AZ) that
will pe inspecied.

LPA should review data on source compliance status changes submitied
during the gquarter. Special attention should be given to those sources
that remain in viclation for two consecutive guarters with no associated
enforcement action or schedule for returning them to compliance.

Mormitoring of State and Tocal activities and associated compliance
changes in the inventory should give EPA z basis for determining the
effectiveness of a State or local program. A State or local program that
routinely inspects its sources, identifies viclators, initiates compliance
actions, and shows viclaling sources moving into compliance usually has a
normally cperating compliance and enforcement program. A State or Tocal
program that dees not show this type of pattern may be experiencing
problems with some part of its program. This should be investigated
thoroughly during the annual visit to the State or Tocal agency Tor the
Tile review portion of the audit.

In addition to the previcusiy discussed ongoing review, and before
the annual audit visit, the EPA Regional Office should furnish each State
ar Tocal agency a summary of the status of sources in its progiram Tor
review and comment concerning the summary's completeness and representaticn
of the compiiance picture within that agency. This summary should be
based on COS information availabie to EPA just before the annuzl wisih
and consists of:

G2




Progress in meeting agreed upon scurce inspection targets.

° Sgurces whose complfiance status has changed.
? Progress of sources meeting compliance schedules.
2

Efforts to return violating sources to compliance.

After discrepancies are resolved, this compliance summary should be
used to desciribe the status of compliance for sources in the -audit report.

FILE REVIEW

An effective State and local comliance program must have a well
documented Tile on each source. 1his fite should be available for use by
management and field personnel. The structure and location of files are
opticnal as leng as any needed data can be supplied upon request. The
files shouid contain information susporting the compliance status of each
source. The audit team should review representative samples of Files
kept on scurces in that State or local agency. The following questions

are examples of information that may be sought.

-

Organization of Files

1. Can the reviewer, from information evailable in the file, determine
the programs to whicn the source is subject? 1If not, why? The various
programs are SIP general, PSD, NSPS and MESHARS,

Z. From the information available in the files, can the source's
compliance status be determined For all rzgulations to which it is subject?

Check For Each File

1. Does the fiie contain documentation supporting the source’s
compliance status?? (At a minimum, the date of the last visit or excess
emissien report review, person making the compiiance determination, and
what that detzrminagtion was).

2. Are all major emission points identified and each point's
compliance status indicated?

2/Far the purposes of this resort, the term source is synofymous with
Facility and consists of one or more emission points or processes.



3. Does the file jdentify which emission points are subject to N3R,
NSPS, PSD, and HESHAPS requirements? If yes, are regulated continuous
emission monitering (CEM) requirements or permit conditions shown to be
in compliance and documented? Are required start-up performance tests
included?

4. Dees the Tile identify special reporting requirements to which a
source may be subject {i.e., excess emission reporis from a malfunction
or a CEM requirements) and are any such reports found in the Tilef

5. Does the file include technical reviews, source tests, CEM
performance specification tests, permit applications, correspondence 10
and from the company. and other supporting documentation?

6. MWhet methods of compliance documentation are used {e.g., source
test, CEM, fuel sampling and analysis, inspection, certification, enginesring
analysis, etc)?

7. Was the method used to ascertain compliance the most appropriate
one for the type of source being documentad? Is the method prescribed by
MSPS, MESHAPS or SIP? 17 not, explain.

8. 1If the documentation includes an inspection, does the report
contain control equipment parameters cbserved during the inspection
(pressure drops, Tlow rates, voltages, cpacities)? YWere cbserved contral
aquipment operating parameters or CEM emission levels comparsd to permit
conditions, design parameters, or baseline observations? MWere plant
operating parameters recorded?

9, If documentation is by a stack test, were visual emission
observations or CEM emissions levels and operating parameters recorded
during the test? Was there a quality assurance procedure used with a
stack test? Who conducted, observed, and reviewed the test?

10. Are enforcemeni actions contained in the File?

1. Are compliance actions taken in a timely manner? Do any take
longer than 30 days from the time of wiolation detection? I yes, how
long?

12. Is there documentation to suppoert the entvorcement action?

13. Is there decumsntation to show Tollow-up to the enTorcement
action (reinspection, letter, etc.)?

14, RAre citizens® complaints documented in the Tile and followed up?

i5. What action does the Agency take with respect to zxcess emission
reports?




Chacklist For File Reviews

i 1. Source Name/Location Compiiance 3tatus
i State Identification Number

2. Organizaticn of Files

i ® muitiple files? all programs identifiec?
i ¢ chironclogical index to file (document name/date)
O

| missing documents:
3. Sequence aof Actions

® Is there a logical seauence, e.g., inspection, 30=day
Tollow=up inspection, State WOV, State order? Litigation?

© Periods of delay?

“ Multinle Tinal compiiance date extensions?

l ® Repetitive acticns? Increased intensity of enforcement

| % response?

|

I
a

Adequacy of Inspection Report(s)

! Process and operating parameters defined?
| Regulation and emission Timit specified?

Compliance method or inspaction procedure specified?
Quatity assurance identified?

VE readings in accordance with Method 97

Actual emissions quantified? If yes, by what method?
Can comoliance be determined?

For individual noints

For different programs

For the entire source?
CEM monitor and recordkeeping procedures inspected?

o @ B D o

5. Compliance Status

Y Does Tile information agree with historical CDS?
° What is the current compliance stacus in the Tile?

6. State or Local Ecticis
® Timaliness of State or local actien?
Number of days to take formal action?

“ Aetion in conformance with Tormal State or
tocal procedures?

© State or local action effective?
Is complieance logically achieved?

= When appropriate, provide amplifying remarks on back.

4.5

Yes*
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7. Enforcement Actions Yes* Mow

P

* What is the most prevalent enforcement response?

® Are penalties considered?
“ Is there a reasoned basis Tor action or inaction?

&, Citizen Compiatnis

® Adeguate Tollow-up? o
The review team should summarize their findings following the Tile
review. The summary should, at a winimum, address the Tallowing questions.

1. Do files exist that reflect a redsonable profile of the source?

2. Do the Tiles contain adequate written documentation to support
the compliance status reported to EPAY

3. Are violations documented and pursued to return The source to
compliance expeditiousiy?

CVERVIEW INSPECTIONS

In order to provide quality assurance for compliance data in State
or tocal files Turnished to EPA, and to promeote effective working relation-
ships hetweent EPA and State ar tocal agencises, EPA should implement an
overview inspection program. This program should ernsure consistent
application of regulations and policies,

EPA should select approximately 2-3 nercent of the sources in the
COS dnventory for an inspaction. EPA should notify tne State and local
agencies of its intent at Teast 30 days before the inspection is to take
place. The inspection should be an independent verification of the
source's compliance status and should review the State and Tocal inspecior's
procedures for determining compliance at 2 source. Thz inspection should
also be an opportunity for State/local anc EPA inspectors to share their
skills, to identify their differences, and to gain a betier understanding
of the operation and uniguensss of souvrces,

A summary of the resulis of these inspections and Statef/local overview
proceduras should becomz a part of the compliance assurance audit report.

* When appropriazte, provide amplifying remarks on back.




. AIR MONITORING AUDIT GUIDELINE

INTRCDUCTION

An air monitoring quality assurance (QA) audit orogram is an intagral
part of any effective air monitoring program. This audit guideline can
be used by an air polluticn control agency Lo increase the effectiveness
of Tts air monitoring pregram. The air menitoring OA zudit program
provides a means to independently check an air pollution control agency's
guality contrel procedures. Adherence te a comprehensive QA program will
help assure that air monitoring data are representative, complete,
comparable, and of adegueie guality to mz2et the wmonitoring objectives.

Quality assurance audits are conducted gpursuant to Federal regulations
presented in 40 CFR Part 538. This audit guideline cutlines a base level
pirogram which EPA, State, and local atir polluticon control agencies can
use jointly to:

¢ Meet EPA data quality assessment requirements per 40 CFR Part 58;

“ Minimize Toss of air quality data due to malfuncticns or oui of
coatral conditions; and

® Agree on areas where air monitoring improvements should be made.

Evaluation of an air monitoring program is accomplished through the
combination of performance and system audits.

Performance zudits are independent checks to evaluate the quality of
data produced by the total sampling and analysis system. Performance
audits establish individual instrument and overall agency accuracy.
Performance audits are conducted on a minimum of 25 percent of a reporting
organization’s® {nstruments every cuarter so that each instrument is
audited at Teast once a ysar. Performance audits enabls a quantitative
appraisal of data quality.

system audits are on-site inspections and reviews of an agency's
entire QA program. It is a qualitative appraisal of an organization,
their written procedures, records, and documentation procedures. A system
audit may be corductad at any time.

tach air monitoring agency should establish their Q& program according
to their particular needs and to mzet the reguirements of 40 CFR Part 58.
It s recommended that each air monitoring agency develop standard operating

* See 40 CFR Part 58 Tor explanation of reporting organization.




procedures (SOP's) for air quality monitoring and performance audits.
Uritien copies of 30P's should be avaiiable to Field station operaters
and auditorz. SOP's should he followed cansistently and updated !
perigdicalliy. i

AUDIT PROTOCOL

Advance Preparaticn : L

Performance and system audit schedule planning should be conducted
well in advance. A preliminary performence audit schedule 1isting the
sites to be audited snould he sent through the approariate management
channeis of the affecied agencies. The auditer should then contact the |
individual(s) responsible for the instrument ©o be sudited at the beginning
of each calendar quarter te cenfirm the scheduled audit date. The auditor
should call again shortly before the scheduled avdit date to arrange the
time and meeting place. For systems audits, a letter suggesting an audit
date should be sent to the appropriate contact at least six weeks in advance
of the audit. This also should be Tollowed up by a telephene call pricr
to the scheduled audit date to.confirm time and a meeting place.

On~-site Visit

Performance Audifg--

The purposes of an on-site performance audit are to:

[}

Assure that the air monitoring network design and siting is in
conformance with 40 CFR Part 53,

Assure that an agency’'s guality control procedures are being
followed and are adequate;

- Check the irstrument's respeonse to known standards to establisn
accuracy;

Assure that the instruments are desicnzted and operated as reference
or equivalent methods in accordance with 40 CFR Parts 50, 53, and 58: and

Provide the accuracy assessment reporis required by 40 CFR Part B3,
System Audits--
The purposes of the on-site visit for systems audits are to°

Review the entire quality assurance program;

© Determine adequacy of staff, lazboratory facilities, and test
procedurss;




(3]

Determine if the agency's Quality Assurance Manual 15 up to date
and approved:

Determine the adequacy of data processing equipment and facilities:
and

Review the chain of custody of data, determine whether the official
air quality data records are securs, and whether data record alterations
are Tormally documented,

8

On-site visits also aliow the auditing staff to become better acquainted
with field personitel and improve communications.

[t is desirable to conduct the on-site system audits in the faollowing
distinct phases:

“ Hold an introductory meeting hetween the auditors and Tocal agerncy
stafv. The purpase of the meeting is to discuss the goals and
objectives of the audit. This meeting is to sst & cooperative
tone and communicate the fdee that the purpese of the audit is to
enable collection of the most reliabie ambisnt air data:

Discuss and/or complete the audit questionnaire {see attached)
with the person{s) in charge of air monitoring and deta analyses;

[e]

Review air monitoring files for chain of custody of the collected

data, documentation of corrective actiaons, air monitoring station logs,
data processing procedures, etc.;

® Provide suggestions and provide for a cooperative offort wherever
possible; and

Conduct an exit interview to wrap up the audit visit and inform
maragement of the preliminary results of the audit.

The time spent by the audit team will wary from agency to zgency
depending upen the distance between the sites., netwark size, locaticn of
laboratory facilities, etc.

® Submit a draft system audit report to the local agency with the
Tindings of the audit. This will provide the agency staff opportunity to
comment at an early stage and rescive any misunderstandings before the
report is finzlized.

L2}

Frovide the appropriate agencies a final report on the audit with
comments and/or suggestions.

N
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AIR MONITORING AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE

The purpose of this questionnaira is to provide an overview and
summary assessment of an ambient air monitoring program. 1t is not
intended as a substitute for either the detailed and comprehensive sysiems
audit recommended by the EPA (Quaiity Assurence Handbock for Air Pellution
Measurement Systems, Volume II, Ambient Air Specific Methods) or for the
systems audit developed by various EPA Regions and States. However, this
questionnaire should be used as a guide to the systems audit to ensure
natfonal consistency of subjects addressed in the audit. This guestionnaire
can be completed during or upon completion of the audit.

[t is assumed that the staffs of agencies that operate the SLAMS
have a working knowledge of EPA air monitoring regulations {40 CFR 50,
53, and 58} and of the references therein. Compliance with the regulations
provides reasonable assurance that the data are adequate for requtatory
purposes such as determination of attainment or nonattainment. Accordingly,
a number of the questions that follow are aimed at determining if the air
monitoring reguiations are being followed. If arn answer indicates
noncompliance, then a brief summary of the deficiesncies is requested.

1. Metwork Size

How many SLAMS are operated for each of the criteria poliutants
Tisted below? '

Pollutant Mumber
Dzone

Mitrogen Dioxide

Sulfur Dioxide

Carbon Monaoxide

Total Suspended Particulates
Lead

2.  Network Design and Siting

Is the air monitoring network design and siting in conformance with
40 CFR 58 Appendices D and E, and EPA's Quality Assurance Handbook?®

3. Network Review

Is the SLAMS network reviewed annually with each station baing
assigned a SARQAD number, operating schadule, spatial scalie, and
manitoring objective?®

IT answer is NO, give a brief summary of the deficiencies.

(3]
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4, Instrumentcs and Methods

Are the agency's SLAMS instruments designated as reference or
equivalent methods by the EPA and operated in accordance with 40 CFR 50,
53, and 587+

5. Data Processing and Submittal

Does the agency have staff and data processing facilities adequate
to process and submit to SAROAD air gquality data as specified in 40 CFR
58,35 and Appendix F?2¥ What fraction of the data submitted are
more than 45 days late? b

5. Daia Review
What fraction of the SLAMS sites (by poliutant) repcorted less than 7%
percent of the data {adjusted for seasonal monitoring and site start-ups

and terminations)?

Percent of Sites
Follutent < /5% Data Recovery

Dzane

Nitrogen Dicxide

Sulfur Digxide

Cearbon Monoxide

Total Suspended Particulates
Lead

7. Status of Quality Assurance Manual

Does the agency nhave a quality assurance manual (QAM) and, if so,
has the QAM and any change thereto bzen aporoved by the EPA under £0 CFR
58 Appendix A% __ Are the agency's air monitoring practices
consistent with the QAM?*

8. Data Correction

Are the corrections/deletions to preliminary ambient air data
performed according to the GAM and noted on the revised documents?
Is the basis of any revision to final ambient air data (i.e., submitted to
SARCAD or published) formally documented in a permanently maintained

Tila?®

* 1T answer 15 NO. give a brief summary of the deficiencies.

[y ]
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. SE nd Facilities
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Does the agency have trained staff, adequate faciiities, and ready
access to MBS traceable gas and flew standards and test equipment neeced
to conduct biweekly precision cihiecks and guarterly performance {accuracy)
audits as specified in 40 CFR 58 Appendix A?*

10. Laboratory Facilities

Dees the agency's laboratory have procedures, st and factilities
adequate to conduct the tests and analyses needed to

SLAMS monitoring ana quality assurance plans?*

11. Audit Participation

Does the agency participate in independant and/or interagency audﬂts?f

Dpes the agency parL151Dacc in the MNationgl Performance and
System Audit Programs required under &0 CFR 58 Appendix A?#
Briefly describe findings and any actions taken as a result.

12. Moneriteria Pollutants

Does the agency provide quality assurance measures Far noncriteria
pollutant monitoring?™ __ What measures are taken?

13. Accuracy and Precision

As a goal, the 95 percent probability limits Tor precision and
accuracy should be less than +15 DerCCﬁL and - 20 perceﬂtg respectively.
How do the precision and accuracy of the agency's instruments compare to
this goal Tor tne following pollutants in the TJSL two years?

Precision Bocuracy
Pollutant 19 /19 19 /19

Jzone

Mitrogen Dioxidse

Suliur Dioxide

Carbon Monoxide

Total Suspended Particulates
Lead

* IF answer s MO, give a brief summary of the deficiencies.

T
§
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4. Annual Report

Is the agency submitting an annual summary report as reguired in 40
CFR 58.2672%

How do any deficiencies noted in this summary gquestionnaire or noted
elsewhere in the audit affect ithe accuracy and reliazbility of the ambient
data collacted in the agency? What Timitations or precautiaons should be
observed when using these data? :

RECOMMENDATICNS AMD ANALYSIS

The following steps are recommended to improve the agency's air
quality monitoring program: (The expected benefits of each recommendation
should be Tisted as well,)

* IF answer is NG, give a brief summary of the deficiencies.

()
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